Moni t ori ng Report

1. This report provides information related to recent permtting
within the EI' S study area.

2. Data for permts issued fromJanuary 1, 2000 to April 16,
2002 within the EI'S study area were extracted fromthe Corps
permt tracking database (RAMS.) The data entries were checked
and in sonme cases the permt files thensel ves were pull ed.
Permts for the follow ng types of projects were not included
since these were not included in the original tally of permts
performed for the EI'S: shoreline protection, subaqueous
crossi ngs, boatranps, bridge/related work (generally was

dr edgi ng), dredging, piers, mnor structures, control and
outfall structures, navigation aids, and wetland recl amation
proj ects.

a. 3,113 acres of fill authorized by Individual Permts
fromJanuary 1, 1998 to April 16, 2002.

b. Acres of mtigation required for these I|ndividual
Permts, broken down by mitigation types bel ow. These are
uni que nunbers, for exanple, an acre is either counted as
"restored” or "preserved', but not both.

(1) 8,797 acres created, restored, enhanced.

(2) 837 credits purchased frommtigation banks.

(3) 565 acres enhancenent/restoration within CREW
Six Mle Cypress Slough, etc.

(4) For sone permts, the acres of
enhancenent/restoration was not entered into the database but
the nonies paid were entered. These totaled $716, 144

(5) 777 acres of wetlands preserved.

(6) 6,467 acres of upland preserved

c. 80 acres of fill authorized by Nationwi de Permts
verified fromJanuary 1, 1998 to April 16, 2002.

(1) Mtigation perfornmed by permttee: 143 acres
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(2) Mtigation by purchasing credits at Bank: 16
credits

(3) Mtigation by other: 35 acres

d. 2,667 acres of fill in pending applications for
| ndi vi dual Permts on April 15, 2002.

e. Figure 1 shows the Public Land Survey Sections (one
square mle) where one or nore permts were issued, verified, or
pendi ng.

Locations of Issued Individual Permits Locations of Nationwide Permit Verifications Locations of Pending Individual Permits

Figure 1. Locations of permts.

3. For this reporting period, the annual average fill
authorized is 732.5 acres per year. The EIS provides five
predictions of the total quantity of fill, ranging from5.5%to
7.0% of the total area of wetlands. The predicted annual
average thereby ranges from 728 to 1,059 acres per year.
Therefore, the pace of permtting during the 4-1/4 year
reporting period is near the | ower range. However, permt

aut hori zations do not occur in an even rate. Figure 2 shows the
average acres/year but calculated for each individual one-year
period. Each of the spikes are caused by a few large permts,
for exanple, in April caused by the authorization for the new
termnal at the airport. The |longer the period over which the
acres/year calculation is based, the nore that such spikes are
elimnated. Also note that this does not include any mtigation
acres.
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Average Fill Acres / Year
Calculated for Each Year (12 months)
(Except last is for 4 months)
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Figure 2. Permt trend.
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4. Figure 3 provides the result of the analysis of acres of
fill per permt. Only a small percentage of the permts result
in a large proportion of the total fill authorized by permts.
The shape of the curve is close to the shape for data fromthe
entire State of Florida
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Figure 3. Acres fill per permt.

4. The locations of the permts were then correlated to the 16
maps found in Appendix H of the EIS. A "hit" was defined when a
permt was |located in a Public Land Survey Section (a square
mle) where any portion of that Section was mapped "fl ownay."
Therefore, the nunber of "hits" is conservative since a permt
could be located in a portion of the Section that was not

mapped. Also, site specific information obtained during the
permt review may have identified the issue as not relevant. 1In
addition, a project that "hit" a fl omay may have al so

i ncor porated nmeasures to address this concern, for exanple, the
site plan may have been adjusted so no fill was placed in the

fl owmmay or culverts nay have been installed to mnimze the
impact. An elaborate permt-by-permt analysis of the permts
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was not perfornmed but decision docunents for future permts wll
i ncl ude an assessnent of the "hit" identified during the
screening of the incom ng application. But the analysis does
all ow a conparison of the nunber of permt "hits" to the nunber
of hits that would occur froma random"dart-throw' into the

| andscape. Figure 4 illustrates the overlap of permts for the
"fl owways” map and the acconpanying table provides the
conparison to the "dart-throw "
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HIGH WET PROPORTION
HABITAT FRAGMENTATION

CARACARA
MARSH
SHOREBIRD
SCRUBJAY
COASTAL
ROOKERY
EAGLE
FLOWWAY

P,

Percent of actual permits that overlap a mapped area ("hits")

6% [39%] 36% [12%] 14% [33%]35%] 0% | 46% | 59% |13%|32%
- | N R R |

Percent of land (outside preserves) that is mapped ("dart-throw hits")

1P Issued
Missed #14 Flowway
W Hit #14 Floway

29%]44%] 72% | 3% | 24% [33%]10%] 4% | 47% | 55% | 4% |26%

[ Estero Basin

#14 Flowway

Locations of Pending Individual Permits

Figure 4. Conparison of permts |ocations to Natural Resource
maps.

5. Figure 5 provides the results of an analysis of the
mtigation ratios for each of the four years of the reporting
period. Each of the types of mtigation (wetland restoration,
mtigation bank credits, etc.) is kept separate. |n theory,
each unit of, say, mtigation bank credits, could be converted
to an equivalent acres of on-site wetland restoration, if a
permt-by-permt analysis was performed for this nonitoring
report. Many permt decisions are using a nuneric functional
assessnment to assist in the determ nation of appropriate
mtigation but due to variety of site-specific situations, a
uni form accounting nmethod is not available to enter into the
dat abase that woul d suppl enent the plain "acres" and "credits"
units.
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MitCer = Acres created, enhanced, or restored

Figure 5. Mtigation ratio trend.

6. Figure 6 provides the results of an analysis of the
mtigation ratios for groups of permts that have the sane
nunber of "hits" on the overlay maps. There appears to be a
possi bl e correl ati on of higher the nunber of hits the higher the
mtigation, though there are a | arge nunber of other variables

that will also affect mtigation ratio.
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Y-axis = $/acre of fill or acresfacres of fill or credits/acres of fll
X-axis = number of "hits" on the Appendix H natural resource overlay

CASHPAID = $

P_W = Acres of peserved wetlands

P_U = Acres of preserved uplands

CREDIT = Units purchased from mitigation bank

MitMisc = Acres of land acquired/restored by some arrangement
MitCer = Acres created, enhanced, or restored

Figure 6. Mtigation ratio vs. "hits"

7. The Corps is studying the results of this nonitoring report
to devel op neasures that could be used to assess the permtting

program
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